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A. Interpersonal Relations as Part of the Criterion Problem

When we speak of the "criterion problem" in the behavioral sciences, the refw-
' Qerence is usvally to problems of definition and mzasurement of task performance
}- effectivencss, This denotative meaning is far too restrictive for presont purposcs.2
| The '&ask"of small, isolated military units, engaged in deterrence missiors, in-
cludes mi‘ar more than the performance of man-machine operations instruvmeptal to the
mission., Besides the vital tasks of monitoring enviroaental ‘conditions (ineluding
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encny action) and internal life support system, such groups have the crucial task
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e Men as Well os Machines Need Maintensnce

even with the most perictly designed system, one essential function is the mainten-
ance of 21l system components in proper werking condition and in proper working
relation to one anothgr. If a part is found to be broken, or m2lfunctioning, it
rust be repaired (or replaced, if that is possible), Furthzimore, if observation
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or testing indicates a condition of incipient breckdown, steps must be teken tc

prevent such malfunctions. For example, if a corponeat iz bring subjected to
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stress of an undue intonsity or duration =- even though it is still performing its
function in spite of "wnar" -- steps must be taken to remove the source of stress
or attenuate its effects on the component. Finally, if it is determined that two
or more parts -=- each performing their intended functions adequately -~ are tied

together so that the system (or sub~system) does not operate at an optimal level

~ of effectiveness (and at a minimal level of "wear"), then the relationships among

the sub-system components must be altered.

With an "all~hardware" system, howev.e;, advanced, there is little doubt about
the need for continual and comprehensive (a) maintenance of compondnts Qnd (b)
maintenance of proper interrelations among components. When some components of
the system are human, however, the need for effective maintenance of the
“eomponents" (members) and "sub-systems" (groups) is both more difficult to recog-
nize, and more difficult to achieve. Some of the main reasons for these difficule
ties are discussed in a later p=rt of this section.

In spite of th.c. difficulties, the need for effective "human maintcnance"
pzrallels tha noed for maintenance of hardware. We can no ﬁore expect optimun
performance from a man working under extreme or prolonged ;tress than we can ex-
pect such performance from & worn bearing. While it is probably true that the

human can often tolerate considerable stress, and ccmpensate for negative effects

of stress, it is nevertheless true that his performance is eithsr less than optimum

or is done at a greater than minimum cost in "wear'.

Thus, part of the essential "task" of emall, isolated military groups is the
effective maintenance of its members and of the group, This is essential not
only from a "human relations" standpoint, but niore importantly. it is a necessary

condition for execution of mission.

Hence, this paper will ignore other aspccts of group tasks, such as those
involved in execution of the prinary mission, ronitoring for and processing of

information about the envircmment, monitoring and maintenance of mission equipment



and lifc support systems, to concentrate on those aspects of the group's task
which have to do with maintaining effective members and an intact group. This
focus does not imply that the other aspects of group tasks, such as those listed’
above, are unimportant. On the contrary, group task activities directly instru-
mental to misslon performance and physical survival are so obviously important
that they have received far more attention in past research -~ and indeed, in the
effort of this workgrcup == than has heen given to problems of interpersonal re-
lations and member adjustment. The purpose of this paper is to explore some of
the problems involved in formulation of a criterion system for investigation of
interpersonal relations and individual adjustment in small, isolated military

groups.
e

2. Difficulties in Establishing Criteria for Effective Maintenance of fHiiaan Ocipererts

Cne of the major difficulties in research on indi‘vidual and interpersonal
effectiveness ~- and probably one of the latent reasons for lack of attention to
these areas -~ is a lack of clarity in formulating criteria of "good adjustmenti®
and "good interpersonal relations". Just how do we identify a human component
(individual) that is in "good working condition"? And Just how do we specify
vhat pattern of connections are desirféable ainong the human components in each sub-
eystem (group)?

The problen of defining adequate criteria of individual adjustment is an
especially difficult ene, which hos plagued the fields of clinical psychology and
psychiatry for many years. Clinical definitions, statistical definitions, and
normative definitions of adjustment all have serious conceptual and empiriecal
difficulties associated with them,(lazarus, 1961), Furthermore, different criteria
(_:_l_.g. specific measures) of adjustment often do nol correlate with one another to
any uporociable degrce (Fizdler, et. al., 1958). (This is aunother way of saylng
that adzqus.te construct validity hoas nol yet boci cstablished for those adjustocent

measures.) Furthermore, the whole concept of "adjustment! - with its homeostatic

g
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connotations of accomodation of the individual to the environment =- has:beenus 2
called into question by some, as a criterion of "health" of the individual,

The definition of adequate criteria for identifying "good" interpersonal
relations is, if anything, even more difficult and chaotic than the areca of in-
dividval adjustment eritoria, Much research has been done in industrial contexts,
_for example, on the problem of the relation of "morale" and productivity. These
studies, by and large, Lave not been abtle to establish a clear picture of the
nature of that relationship, or of the conditions under which it varies, Laboratory

research on small groups, on the other hand; has shown that there is a very

g

definite relationship between "cohesiveness" and "productivity", though that re-
lationship is complex and is mediated by other factors. (Schacter, et. al.,, 19413
Berkowitz, 195hL),

Human components unlike machine components can compensate for adverse conditions,

Men can often function substantially as well (for limitied times) when subject to

ebnormal stressors as when working in the avsence of such stressing conditions.

Often, machine components function correctly or not a% all, Even vhen per-

formance decrement is gradual for a machine component, rather than "all or nothing",

it Is easier to detect because the desired output of a given machine component is

limited, definitive, and can be measured with precision. The "tasks" instrumental

to maintaining good inierpersonal relations do not provide very definite solutions,

and cannot be assessed on unidimensional, quantitative continua, "Covert"

factors, unavailable to outside observation, and often unavailable to the individu-

al himself, cften enter the picture and tend to complicate the problenm of deter-

mining personal and anterpersonal adjustment. We needn't concern ourselves with

the "motivation" or "loyalty" of machine components, nor with their "“goals", their .
"values" and their "understanding” of the mission. Attitudes, needs, emot.ions,

defenses, 2l affcct the behavior of the human. Ferthorimore; man's behavior ds

affected by his past history -~ proximal and distal -- and by his anticipations



about the future,

3. Need for a Critrrion Frame-of-Referente for the Study of Interpersonal Relations

™,
The preceeding discussion points out certain difficulties in formulating

eriterion measures, ana indicates that the current state of affairs with respect
to criterion measurement in this areas is unsatisfactory. It is apparent that a
gurvey of adjustment criteria which have been used", with an eye to selection of
the best and most appropriate for présent purposes, will not provide an adequate
base for investigation of interpersonal relations and adjustment in small, isolated
military groups, Nor is it likely that any single researcher, theorist cor con-
sultant, or any small group of them in a limlted t.}me, will be able to arrive
"intuitively" at "the set of criteria" appropriate for use in the present context.

Yet, such a set of eriteria is clearly nceded g._s_',g_ necessary condition for effective

research on small groups in isolation,

What seems to be the crux of the matter is that, befere a set of criteria for
the study of interpersonal relations can be established, we nced rmch more ex-
tensive theory, and much more intensive empirical research, upon which to base its
formulation., The development of such theory and the donduct of such research is
very far beyond the scope of the present effort =-- that is, the effort of the
"task and criterion" subgroup for which this paper is prepared., In effect, the
development of adequate criteria for the interpersonal relations area is a Job
vhich can only result from a major concentration of research effort on the part
of the small-groups=in-isolation project itself, for which this workgroup is
attempting to develop guidance.

Hence, rather than try to "find" (in prier studies) or "invent" (via intuition) '
a set of criteria for the study of intarpersonal relations and adjusiment, the re-
myinder of this paper will aim at a more modect, but propaedutic, goal, Ve will

back off from the problem of specification of criterion measures of interpersonal
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relations, as such, and will attempt to develop a systematic frame-of-reference

for talking about interpersonal relations in groups. In other words, we will

try to develop & model which can serve as a tool for systematic description of
interpersonal relations. The constructs of this model will not be eriterion
constructs in themselves, for the specification of criteria requires value de=
cisions about what kinds of interpersonal relations are desireable for given

groups in given sitvations. Rather, the concepts of the model, and their inter-
relationships will provide a language for descriptive analysis of how interpersonal
relations do work in groups. Superimposition of criteria for what kinds of inter=
personal relations are desired, and of manipulations (in composition, organization,
environment, etc.) intended to achieve such desired patterns, are research ac-
tivities beyond the scope of this presentation.

Iike any modecl, we must first specify cur terms of reference and establish
vhat tho "elements" of the model are to be. Thén we must establish how those
elements are related to one another and to other features of the group-task~
situation. These two tasks =~ the search for appropriate elements for a model
of interpersonal relations, and an analysis of those eléhents as a system &w
are the subjects of the next to sections of this paper. The final section of the
paper is concerned with more or less rigorous formulation of a set of propositicns-
=~ the model itszlf ~~ which seem to offer a useful refercnce base for analysils

of interpersonal relations in small, isolated groups,
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B, A Scarch.-for Elements of the Interpersonal Situation

From the preceeding section it is apparent that the area of study of inter-
personal relations is fuzzy, at best, and is quite complex. To formulate a model
of anything, one needs some basic terms, or elements, or unifying concepts, as
a starting point. It is not at all clear what the "basic elements" of inter~
bersonal relations are, There is now a very formid?hle body of literature deal-
ing with interpersonal relations in groups -- generated from work of c¢linical,
social and industrial psychologists, anthropologists, and practitioners from many
fields. At this point, however, we are far short of havinz a definite set of
basic concepts on which there is generalagreement. Yet there seems to be certain
common themes ruunning through the work of many theorists and researchers, and
these probably represent a relatively useful foundation on which to build our
model, So, let us examine the interpersonal relations concepts of several
theorists in this area (and related areas), with an eye to noticing the similari-
ties or common fsatures running through their formulations. At the same time,
it is probably useful to consider, as we examine each set of concepts, some of
the major conceptual and operational difficulties which they present. The pur-
pose, here, is to attempt to identify a set of organizing concepts which emerge
from cross-conparison ¢f several formulations; and, at the same time, to idenﬁify
some of the limitations and complexities involved in the use of those concephs

for systematic investigation of interpersonal relations in groups.

1. Schutz's Formulation of Interpersonal. Needs

Ohe of the more systematic attcmpte to delinoate the major categories of
jnterpersonal relations is by Schutz (1958; 1961). He asserts that there ave
threoe basic interperconal needst inelusicn, control, and affection. Furthernore,

he contends that individuals differ in the amount of inclusion, control, and

s



affection which they need to give to others, and in the amount of cach which they

need to receive from others. Moreover, the amount of inclusion, control, and/or

affect present in a given interpersonal situation can be less than or in excess of
the amount suitable for a given individual, or can be within his desired level,

From these three rnceds (inclusion, control, and affection), their two re-
ciprocal aspects (giving end receiving), and the three possible "values" for
each (too little, enough, too much), we can identify 18 distinct interpersonal
conditions from the reference point of any one individual in relation to another
person or group. )

When Schutz applies his interpersonal categories £o the group situation
(Schutz, 1961) he suggests that interpersonal. conditions within the group should
be distinguishcd from interpersonal relations betwgen a group member and in-
dividuals external to that group., The addition of the distinction as to referent
of the interpersonal relations increases the numl').er of possible interpersonal
relations conditions to 36.3

Schutz (1958) has developed instruments for reasonably sound measures of
the desired levels of these three interpersonal needs. Given fully adequate

measures of the amount of each of these needs which individvals desire (to give

and to receive) and which they perceive to exist in various interperscnal

situations (vis a vis the intra-group and extra-group referents), this 36 category

schema might serve as a useful frame of reference for the study of interpersonal
relations in small, isolated military groups. Clearly, these threce interpersonal
reeds have to do with areas likely to pose serious problems in such groups. For

example, long-run isolation (physically and in terms of ccmmunication) will pro-

3schutz (1961) identifies the task, or "eonflict frce" area, as a third referent
in addition to intra-group and extra-group relations. Hovever, this deals with a
person-tasc relation, nol with a person-person relaticn, and hence is not of
concern in the present context,

oo
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vide a serious dearth of opportunitins for feelings of "inclusion" and "affection"
with respect to persons outside the group. At the same time, it may well pro-

vide feelings of too much inclusion (lack of privacy), and too much control

(lack of autonomy), with respect to persons in the isolated group.

However, there are certain conceptual‘and methodological difficulties with
this schema which may limit its usefulness for present purposes., First of all,
Schutz's theoretical tasis (Schutz, 1958) for identifying these threc needs as the
only (or primary) generic interperséﬁal needs is reasonable but not entirely
compelling, They appear to have been deduced, rather than induced, and the em~
pirical documentation that thess three needs substantially exhaust the important
interpersonal need areas is relatively weak. .

Similarly, it is not altogether clear from empirical data that these three
needs are orthogonal to one ancther, and it is éertainly debatable that they are
conceptually distinct. Tor e:iaaple, one behavioral manirestation of "inclusion®
of A re B might be "iuteraction of A with B." Similarly, an operational defini-
tion of "conirol" of A re B might be "influence of A re B" or "attempted in-
fluence of A re B", Given these operational definitions, it would seem that in-

clusion and control are necessarily related, since influence (at least diresct

influence) implies interaction. Alternatively, one might define "inclusion" in

phenomenological ("felt acceptance") terms rather than in behavioral ("interaction")
terms, If so, then "inclusion" becomes confounded with"affection" at the con-
ceptual level, and certainly at the empiricsl level (gﬂg. Fiedler, et._al.,1959;
McGrath, 1962).

2. Parallels Between Sots of Interpcrsonal Relations Concepts

Scme support for Schutz's triadic statement of interpersonalvnceds is to be
found in the work of others on related problems. Osgood has repeatedly Tound

three basic dimensions in perception: activity, potency and evalvation
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(0sgood, gg. al, 1957). While the context is quite different, there is a marked
similarity between matched pairs of concepts. In a group interaction context,
Schutz's "inclusion" and Osgood's "activity" are both closely related to partici-
pation or amount of interaction. Similarly, "control" and "potency" are both
intimately tied to interpersonal influence. In an interpersonal situation,
Osgood's "evaluation" and Schutz's "affection" both have to do with the same

parameter of valence or attraction between persons. However, Osgood, éoo, has

encountered problems of non-orthoganhlity in his measures of these three dimensions,
with activity and potency especially likely to be non-independent or to be con-
founded with evaluation,

Hemphill (1950; has also factorcd out three primary dimensions of interper-
sonal relations, in thz context of leaderhfolloweé relations, Here, again, there
is a striking similarity between Hemphill's and Schutz's categories., "structura-
in-interaction" closely matches "control"; "cons;derahion, in the case of member
perceptions ol a leader, is somewhat akin to "affection" in peer relations; and
"sociability" seems to overlap substantially with "inclusion",

A number of other researchers Qgﬂg.°Borgatta (1958), Carter (1951), end
Bales (1955) have also found three primary dimensions of interpersonal relations.
Their sets of dimensions differ scmevhat from one another, each being based on
factor analysis of different panels of variables under somewhat different sets
of conditions; But the overlap among them, and between each of them and the
Schutz formulations, are more striking than the differences. For example, concepts

such as "individual prominence", "asserﬁiﬁeness" and "participation rate" are

certainly related ts an interactional meaning of "inclusion",

3. Three Unifying Concepts but Many Complexitics

* Inde=d, several key concepts appear to emerge as a starting place for a model

of interpersonal relations, First, individuals appear to differ in their predis.-
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positions to interact, or participate, or "be interacted with", in interpsrsonal
situations., However, this predisposition is relative -- both to the relative
Yattractiveness" of the available interaciion pariners (Newcomb, 1962), ahd to
the relative interaciion rates of those potential partners (Borgatta, 1959).
Hence, it is probably desirfable to represent this predisposition to interact,
within a model of interpersonal relations, in terms relative to the interaction
proclivities of the available partrers, rather than to represent it grossly as
a stable "trait" of the individual. The latter course is perhaps useful for many
purposes, as reflected in the work of Schutz (195€), Hemphill (1950) and others;
but it does not seem appropriate as the basis for a model of interpersonal re-
lations in a closed "ecology" such as we are concerned with in the present context,
A second key concept which seems to emerge from a variety of studies is that
individuals vary in the extent to which they influence or are influenced by others.
Here, Hemphill's distinction between "attempts to ;nfluence" and "successful
influence" is crucial, Person A's "need to control" others, in Schutz's scheme,
is related to A's "attempts to influence" B; but A's "need to be controlled" is
related to B's "successful influence" of A (given that B does interact with and
attempts to influence A). Back's (1551) distinction between influence and author-
ity is also pertinent, In Back's formulation, influence has to do with effects
on the attitudes of another, while authority has to do with modifications of the
behavior of another., The latter concept has the implication of coersion, or
forced compliance (Festinger, 1957), which does not necessarily carry with it
changes in attitudes.,
The predisposition to influence and/or be influenced is also relative, For
a given individual, A, the probability of his attempting to influence (and/or of
his being influenced) varies with: (2) A's attraction (affect) toward the po-
tential target (or source) of iufluence, B; (b) A's perception of his status rela-

tive to B; (c¢) the joint predispositions of A and B toward interaction, which is
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a necessary condition for receiving or attempting influence; (d) the 'st.;ate of
agreement between A and B on the subject(s) about which interaction is (or may)
occur (Back, 195); Thiabut, 1950; Newcomb, 1952); and (e) structural aspects of
the social and physical environment (Sherif, 1935; Asch, 1949).

Thus, as was the case with "predisposition to interact", representation cf
a "predisposition to influence" or a "predisposition to be influenced" as a stable
interpersonal trait of the individual is probably too gross for an effective model
of interpersonal relations in small, isolated groups. Rather, the probability of
flow of inflvence between individuals must be represented in our model in terms
which talke the above factors into account, even at the cost of considerable
complexity.

A third key concept which seems to emerge from many analyses of interpersonal

relations (and which is implied in much of the foregoing) is that individuals

develop attraction or affect relationships teward ‘?ne another which (other things
equal) tend to persist. These can be positive or negative in direction; in fact,
A can have both positive and negativs (ambivalent) feelings toward B, Furthcrmore,
individuals seem to vary in their tendencies to develop positive (or negative)

attractions to others-in-general (McGrath, 1962).

However, for any given individuval, A, his attraction to another perscn, B, de-
pends on & number of characteristics of B, and of A's perceptions of B, These
include: (a) A's perception of their relative statuses; (b) A's propensity for
interaction and the relative availability of B as an interaction partner in re-
lation to other potential partners; (¢) A's perceived similarity to B (Fiedler,
et al, 1959); (d) A's estimate of B's attraction to A {Mewcomb, 1952); (e) A's
estimate of B's agreement with him regarding important issues (Newcomb, 1952);

(£) A's percention of B's power, including pover of various forms (French &

Raven, 1959); and, probably a number of other factors.
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i, Summary: Three Interrelated Elements in the Interpersonal Situation

Thus, interaction, influence, and attraction seem to represent three distinct

but interrelated parameters of interpersonal situvations. They have both behavioral

aspects (in the sense of manifest interaction or communication; attempis to in-
fluence; sociometric choicas), and phenomenological aspects (in the sense of

predispositions to interact, to influence or be influenced, to be attracted to).

Each of these parameters is inherently a dyadic or relational concept. The level
of each of them which is manifested by. a given person in a given situation is a
function of a number of characteristics of the potential dyadic partners and of
the situation,

The three concepts of interaction, influence, and attraction are interaction-

al analogues of Osgood's three primary perceptual dimensions (activity, potency,
and evaluation), of Schutz's three primary interpersonal needs (inclusion, control,
effection), and o sets of interpersonal relations concepts formulated by Bales,
Borgatta, Carter, Hemphill, and others.,

These three terms also reflect the four primary dimensions of group structure
as formulated by Cartwright & Zander (1960), Their conccpts of communication
structure of a group, and its task structure or divisicn of labor, both refer to
patterns of interaction, with communication and task activity being specific forms
of interaction, Their term "power structure" refers to the pattern of interper-
sonal influence, Their "sociometric or friendship structure" refers to the patterns
of interpersonal affect or attraction.

However, the concepts of interaction, influence, and attraction are intimatcly

related at both conceptual and empirical levels (Newcomb, 1952). Interaction is
a necessary condition for influence and attraction., At the same time, probability
of interaction tetueen A and B is a function of prior attraction, and perceived

pouer relations betvecn them, Further, influepnce and attraction are interdopondonts
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a person is more likely to be influenced by a positively attractive other, and
to be more attracted to others who wield influence (power or status).

Thus, these three concepts seem to subsume many concepts and findings from
studies of interpersonal relations, At the same time, since they have both
behavioral and phenomenological forms, they may provide a fiirly useful set of
"elemenis" for a model of interpersonal relations. However, since these con-
cepts are interdepeﬁdent with one another, and with other aspects of the inter-
personal situation, they will only be useful if embedded in a relatively complex

model,
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C. Apalysis of the Structure of Interpersonal Relations Concepts

1. Interpersonal Needs: Desired vs Cbtained Ievels

One of the most important features of Schutz'!s formulation is that he defined
interpersonal nceds as non-monotonic., That is, these needs (inclusion, control,
affection) are not of the scrt where "the more the better," Rather, each in--
dividual has a desired level for each need, and a given situation can provide

too much or too little of any one of them,

This formulation implies that there is a matching between the level of the
individual's predisposition with respect to a given need (his "desired level")
and the amount of need-satisfaction which his environment provides (or more
accurately, which he perceives in the environment). Thus, we might consider that

the individual has a desired level of "amount of é'ontrol received", for example,

and has a positive or negative subjective reaction to the situation depending

on whether it provides (or is perceived to provide) the right level of fulfill-
ment of that need-for-control. That is, he is satisfied with the sitwation if
it provides the right amount of fulfillment of need-for-control (or any other
of the interpersonal needs), and is dissatisfied with the situation if it pro-
vides too little, or too much, fulfillment., This relationship is illustrated in
figure 1 for "contrel".

The precceding discussion suggests the applicability of Coombs (1952)
distinctions between "task A" and "task B", A "task B" judgment requires a

statement of the amount of an attribute possessed by a stimulus object, For

example, the judgment "how high is that shelf?" 1In task B, the stimulvs object
is placed on a (monotonic) continuwm. A "task A" judgment, on the other hand,
is a prefercace or evaluative judinent. It requires & statement of the (relative)

distance belvern a siliulus objeet and the judge's "ide2l" o standard for that

(elass of) object with respect to some attribute. For cxample, while task B
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Figure 1

Illustration of Schutz's Concept of the Relation of an
Interpersoral Need (Coitrol) to Satisfaction with the Situation

IEVEL OF SATISFACTICN :

High Satisfaction

Ly
-~

Moderate Satisfaction

——
—

'\M
[ 4
-

Dissatisfaction ,_//
a | ' c

I |

Low Control Mcderate Control High Coatrol

AMOUNT OFF CONTROL PROVIDED BY SITUATION

& =-= This region has "too little" control for a given individual,
b ==~ This region has an amount of control suitable for a given individual,

¢ «~~ This region has "too much" control for a given individuval,
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might ask, "How high is that shelf?"j the related task A question might be,

"Is that shelf at the right height?", or "How far should that shelf be raised/
lowered?" The latter questions imply that the judge is comparing the stimulus
object with a (subjective) standard or idecl, with respect to the attribute of
height, and is reporting how far the object departs from the ideal (or how closely
it matches the ideal),

Task B judgments, if based on fairly clear-cut attributes, shculd be highly
consistent from one observor to another. In an interpersonal situation, for
example, the "amount of interaction" can be determined with considerable precision
from direct observaticas and/or recordings. Task A judgments, however, are in-
herently subjective since they involve the comparison of the stimulus to a subjec--
tive "ideal", which presumgably varies from one indi.vidual to another,

Schutz's concept that individuals vary in thé.ir desired level for each
interpersonal need clearly refers to a task A type judgment. His implication
that situations vary in the amount of opportunity which they provide for ful-
fillment of a given need implies a task B type judgment. That is, it suggests
that the amount of such fulfillment potential in a given situation can be
specified independent of the "desired amount" of any given individual,

However, Coombs formulation as applied above permits the individual's ideal
to vary along the full length of the attribute in question, while Schutz secms
to imply that the "desired level" is always at intermediate portions of the
scale. This insistance on 2 non-monotonic formulation is clearly better than
one which insists on a monotonic form only (that is, "the more the better" or
fthe less the better"). However, it would seem more useful to build a model
utilizing both possibilities. Thus, an individual vhose "ideal" is at the
cextremz high erd for a giten nced would find most situations to have "too little",
and none to have "too much". (For instance, the steractyped "autheoritarian

persona2lity" might respond this way with respect to"control", See figure 2.)
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Figure 2
Illustration of Multiple Types of Relation of an Interpersonal
Need (Control) to Satisfaction with the Situation

IEVEL OF
SATISFACTION

High Satisfaction -

Moderate
Satisfaction !

!
o '-.||"
Dissatisfaciion {,f£’7ﬂ-

ILow Control ﬁ;derate Control High Controi
AMOUNT OF CONTROL PROVIDED BY ENVIRONMENT

A Person for whom situation may offer "too little" or "tco much" control
(as in Schutz's formulation).

BLLLLLL Person for whom "the more control the better" (e.g. avthoritarian
personality).

Commmeen Person for whom "the less control the better" (e.g. bohemian),

D+ . « Person for whom complete structure or complete freedom is desireable
but partial control is not (perhaps a hypothetical type only).



29

.

Another individual might have an "ideal" at the very low end of the same
attribute, For him, most situations would provide "too much" control. Other
persons might have iceals at intermediate portions of the attribute; hence,
situations might offer "too much", "too little", or the right amount of control,
or the other interpersonal nceds. These multiple types of relations between an
interpersonal need and satisfaction with the situation are illustrated, for
"control", in figure 2., An effective model of interpersonal relations should be
complex enough to handle all four of these "types" of relation for any dimension

of interpersonal relations which is to be included in that model.

2. Interpersonal Relations as Subjective Experience

Even the four types of relation butween an individuval's ideal or desired
level for a given need and the situation's potentiefl for fulfilling that need,
vhich were presented in the previous section, do:not fully describe all of the
important facets of even a singls dimension of in.terpersonal relations. Two
additional facts must be taken into account, First, we are concerned with the
individual's interpersonal situaticn, as experienced, and this is inherently a
subjective matter, Not only docs the "ideal" level vary from one individual to
another, but the subjective meaning of a given situation (g £+ how much influence
pressure it "contains") is largely a matter for individval interpretation. This
is not to say that it is not possible to obtain reliable ineasures of the presence

of influence pressures, for example, by the use of skilled observors. Rather,

we are here saying that the individual.'s own parception of the situvation plays

more of a part in determining his reaction to it than does the "true" nature of
the situation as Jjudged by the observor,

Furthermore, individuals probably vary in the extent to which this satis-
faction with situaticns is scrsitive to variations of a given interpersonal con-

dition in those situaticus, Scuug individuals wwy be relatively inseasitive te
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variations in interaction rate, but respond véry sensitively to differences in
"control" or "influence",

These two aspects -~ the subjective interpretation of interpersonal situvations,
and individual differences in sensitivity to given interpersonal conditions, are
further elaborated in the following reformvlation.

Let us assume that individuals vary in their "ideal" interaction rates. Ve
can represent the "forces toward interaction" in a situation as varying along a
Task B type, monotonic scale. Similarly, we can represcnt the individual's de-
gree of satisfaction with the situations as varying along an orthogonal scale.
If these two axcs are used as the vertical and horizontal diameters of a circle,
as in figure 3, the four quadrants can be characterized as follows:

L]

1., The northwest quadrant is the area of lack of privacy, or too
much interaction (high pressure for interaction, which is
negatively interpreted by the individual),

2. The northecs* quadrant is the area of inclusion, belongingness,
congeniality (high pressure for interaction, which is positively
interpreted by the individual),

3. The southeast quadrant is the area of privacy (low pressure for
interaction which is interpreted favorably).

b. The southwest quadrant is the arca of isolation (low pressure
for interaction which is interpreted unfavorably).

We can represent an individual as a line through the center of this cirecle,
with the slope of the line indicating how the individual's satisfaction with the
sitvation varics with the "pressure for interaction" in that situation. Here,
again, four"types" can be distinguished:

(a) Persons whosec satisfaction varies inversely with pressure for
interaction (line A in figure 3).

(b) Persons whose satisfaction varies directly with pressurc for
interaction (line B in figure 3).

(¢) Persons vhone satisfaction remains reiatively nevtral over wide
variaticns in depree of pressvre for intcracticon (lincs © and D
in figure 3).

(d) Persons whose satisfaction varies widely even though the situztion(s)
offer relntively roderate .and ceonstant pressures for interaction
(Lipes B oone P odn ficurs 3).
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Figure 3

Illustration of Types of Subjective Reactions.to Variations
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This diagram illustrates the fundamental fact that the meaning of an inter-
personal interaction, to a' given individual, is inherently subjective. A situation
high in pressure fcr interaction may be interpreted as "inclusion" (hence, good),
or as "intrusion" (hence, bad), by different individuvals. A situation with a low
pressure (opporiunity) fo.~ interaction ccn ve viewed as "isolation" or as "privacy".
Similarly, high interpersonal influence can be viewed as "guidance" or as "con~
straint", while low inteipersonal influence can be viewed as "ambiguity" or
"freedom", Very high positive attraction can be seen as "over-dependence" or as
"love and friendship". Neutral affect relations can be seen as "aloofness, lack
of warmth", or as "poise, restraint, self-sufficiency".

The diagram also illustrates the notion thai individuals vary in sensitivity
to differences in a given interpersonal condition. 'Types A and B are highly
sensitive, while types C and D are relatively inrsensitive,

Finelly, the non-uonotonic types of relaticns discussed previously (see fig.2)
can be represented as g_qrv_____eﬂ lines in this circle. If the curve has its ends in
in quadrants 2 and 3, then "too much" inclusion is interpreted as "intrusion",

"too little" is seen as isolation, and intermediate amounts are seen as a balance
between belongingness and privacy.

N An adequate model of interpersonal relations should be constructe&ﬁo as to
take into accovnt subjective interpretations of the interpersonal properties of
sitvations, as well as "objective" indices of those properties. Furthermore, it

should include consideration of the relative sensitivity of an individual with

respect to each particular interpersonal property. As with preceeding considera-
17

tions, our present discussion again points to the need for a relatively complex

model, if it is to serve as an accuratc guide for subsequent theoretical and

empiric~). analyses of interpersonal relationsa.

?\
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D, Some Formulations Toward a Criterion Model for Investigating
Interpersonal Relations in Small, Isolated Groups

The following pages pressnt portions of a tentative model which appears to
be useful in criterion analyses of interpersonal relations in small, isolated
groups. It is based on the "elements" discussed in scction B of this paper, and
on the structural concepts discussed in section C. It should be noted that the
model, as here presented, is by no means complete, nor is it considered fixed and
final., Rather, it is an attempt to sﬁm up the many concepts touched upon in prior
parts of this paper, in a manner which organizes them but still does justice to the
complexity of the subject matter. It also should be noted that the model is not

intended to be a substantive theory, in the sense of a body of substantive postu-

lations about how optimal interpersonal relationships in a group can be achieved,

Rather, it is intendzd to be a descriptive tool fbr criterion analyses of the state
of interpersonal relationships which do obtain in groups. However, it is necessary
to build the model upon a series of assumptions, and these tend to have implications

for substantive theory,

1, Basic Assumptions

Iet us assume that we can define a sct of individuals, ;M i, (for the sake of
simplicity of typing, we will hereafter drop the symbol of ng and refer to
"the set, M",) containing persons 1, 2, 3, «o.y, 1, J, seeem, who fo??é cloced pool
of potential interaction partners for an extended period of time.

Let us also assume that wve can define a molar unit of time, T, (such as a
"day", a "watch"), within which a meaningful episode of interaction (can) take
place. lLet us divide the period T into a number of molecular time periods, t3, t2,
sesveeasty s ooiiity, such that a zingle vuit of Jubtcruetion enn take place

in tk'

"y
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2. Probability c¢f Interaction of i with j

For any pair of individuals, i and j, in the set M, there is a probability
of interaction betwzen them in time ty, which will be expresscd by the term
(p) I35t This probability is a function of:
a. The predisposition of i, and of j, to interact (to comnunicate,
to catharse) in time period T. This will be expresscd as Cyp
and ch- ‘

b. The attraction between I and j, relative to their attraction to
other available interaction paritners (within the set M).

¢. The relative statuses of i and j, as perceived by i and j.

a, Predisposition to Interact Affects Probability of Interaction.

An individval's predisposition to interact, Cyp, is based on his desired
level. of interpersonal activity, which is considersd as a region, Z, on a con-
tinuum of amount of interaction, which is relatively stable for a given individval
in period T. The dilferenze betwezn the amount of interaction in which 1 has
engaged up to any given point, tx-},and his desired amount of interaction in T,
(his ZiT): represents the "strength of the force to interact" in ty. That force
will be represerted as Cj4y « If actual interaction is less than desired intexr-
action, the force is positive. If actual interaction exceeds desired interaction,
the force represcnted by Cit is negative or inhibitive. If actual interaction

matches Z3p the lorce or predisposition to interact is zero.

b. Attraction and Status of Potential Partners Affecct Probability of Inter-
action.

While an individual's predisposition to interact in ty is tied to his desired

level and his prior interaction, his probability of interaction is also affected
by the relalive altractiveness of potential interactiou partners. For each i,
there de a praferancs ondor Pq, vhich expregses his relalive athiactien to all

oth=r individuals in tho get Me (Pi can be expressed either @¢s a rank order on
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the set M, or as three ordered classes of the set M, namely, £, O, and -.) The

probability that i will interact in ty is a function of the rark in Py of those
J's with whom i can interact in tj (that is, those j's which situational cir-
cumstances make available/possible as interaction partners for i). Hence
regardless of the level of Cip at ty, individual 1 will be more likely to interact
with j if J is high in Py (or is # in Pj) than if j is low (or =) in Py, Hence,
the availability of desireable interaction partners will tend to increase the
probability of interaction by i, over and above a positive "force for interaction',
" and in spite of a negative or neutral force for interaction, Cjp. Conversely,

the lack of availability of desireable interaction partners will tend to reduce
the probability of interaction even when Cjp is a positive force (that is, when
interaction has not yet reached the desired level YZiT).

The probability of interaction f i and j alsc depends on their perceptions
of each other's statuses relative to other potential interaction partners. For
each i, there is an order, R;, on the set M which expresses 1's perception of
the relative status/power/influence of members of the set M, Nﬁte that i, himself,
is in Rj, although i is not in Pj. Hence, the place of any individual, 3, in Ry,
can be expressed either as the rank of j in Ry or as positive (§ >1), equal
(3j~.1i) or negative (j<z'i).

The higher the rank of i in Ry, the more i is likely to interact and to be
interacted wich (i.e. to initiate interaction and to be the target of interaction
initiated Ly othors). The higher the rank of j in Ry, the more i is likely to
initiate interaction with j, rather than with other potential partners. Houever,
the higher i's rank in R, relative to j's rank (i.c. if Ry5 = Rys is negative),
the less likelv that i will initiate interaction with j, if other potential
interactior parlners higher than j in Ry arc availalle.

Howover, tha dupeos bo witich prouldlity of dinteraztion of 1 with § de de-

pendent on j's attraction and/or status for i may vary from one individual to

anathers It in slkage mene 13imly L 1 will aores it § mathor e

- r———eail e
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1 if J is higher than 1 in Ri or in Pi' But the extent to which a difference

in attraction (Pyy - Pj3), or in perceived status (Rjj - Rj1) affects the resulting

probability of interaction by i with j or 1 is considered a "weight" (Wip tnd WiR,

for attraction and status respectively) which is a constant for the individual

(a "personality characteristic"?) but varies from one individual to another, &
The notion of Wip is that individuals differ in their "sensitivity to

differcnces in interpersonal attraction of available interaction partners, j and

1", This notion is related to Schuiz's concept of individual differences in the

need for Interpersonal affect, bul is more closely tied to our reconstruction of

that concept as indicated in figure 3. Herc, we are suggesting (Eerhaps in con=-

trast to Schutz) that interaction with more attractive others is always at least

as desireable as interaction with less attrective others, but that the degree of
sensitivity to differences in attraction (hence; the degrce that probability of
interaction varies with attractivcness of availoble interaction partners) differs
from one person to another,

Similarly, the notion of Wjp is that individuals differ in their "sensitivity
to differencss in statuses of available interaction partners, j and 1", This
notion suggestc that individuals differ in how "status-oricnted" they are, with
some persons basing cheice of interaction partners lacgely on perceived (relative)
statuces of the others, while other individuals are relatively insensitive to
such status differences,(Such differences may be of special significance for
military groups, which have fixed and explicit rank structures, when those groups
are placed in a situwation of extended isolation as a "closed human ecology".

(For example, sec Torrance, 195k.)

C. Sunmary.

B e e —taee

We can swmarize bthese fomavlations as follewsi:  the probability of interactioi

between i and J in time t is a joint functicn oft ils "force to interact", his
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attraction for J, and his perception of J'svstatus reletive to himself and to
others in the set M; and these same factors for j. Hence, the probability of
interaction of 1 and J in t:
fem) o) TRis(Ris = Ris) WanT |
(2 gt = (6 (Csz) [(Pugir) RuyRay - Ras) viag |

(c51) ’(‘:f’:li Wip ) [Rys (Rys - Ry )“’ji:gﬂ ;

- The expected amount of interaction between i and j during situation T, then,

is the cumulative value of the above protability for all ¢t in T:
3
ST ("E'=1 (p) Iijt ) (note that Cjy diminishes as interaction
occurs, and can take a negative value.)

The expectad amount of total interaction by i during T is the cumulative

value of the above expected value for all j in the set M:

m-1 /T '
E) Iy =72 (3 (p)Ith)
j-l =] 7

3. Interpersonal Satisfaction

The overall interpersonal satisfaction which an individual, i, derives from
a situvation, T, will be expressed as <Z\ j7e That interpersonal satisfaction
depends on twe factors of the interaction sitwation, namely: (a) how mmch i

interacts; and (b) with whom he interccts,

as Amount of Interaction Affects Satisfaction.

The overall interrersonal satisfaction which an individual, i, derives from

with others during T matches his desirved amount of interaction. That is, inter-

N
; el €S ~ ™ . . . .
percunal saticfiction, (1} iTs incrcases 2s the Y"force to cenmunierte"; Cyips
approaches «oro. - The individvel's sctval interacticn ray excead or ba loss tha:

his desired wnount. eince the situaticn may provide more or less pressure (or moso
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or less oppcriuniuy) for'inturacoion wuite apart from i's desired level of inter-
action, The situational pressures for communication derive both from the relative
attraction and status of other individuals who are available as potential inter-
action partners, and from exigencies deriving from the group's task and environ-

ment,

b. Attraction and Status of Interaction Partiners affects Satisfaction,

The indivicual's overall interpersonal satisfaction from T also depends on
a second factor, in addition to the matching of amount of interaction with
desired amount, namely: the relative attraction and status of those with whom

i does interact. Interaction with an attractive other, j, is satisfying in and

of itself, regardless of Cype Interaction with a j of highor status is satisfying
in and of itself, regardless of CfT’ However, the degree ‘o which differences

in attraction, or in status, of partner makes for differencss in catisflaction

which i derives from the iateracticn, probably vary from one individual to another.
Hence, we will represent the individuil i's sensitivity to differences in atiraction
by the weight, W, and the individual's sensitivity to differences in status

by the weight, WiR, as we did in considering the effects of attraction and status
on probability of interaction. Thus, we are assuming that the individual's
sensitivity to attraction and status has a parallel effect on his probability of
interaction with various possible partners and on the interpersonal satisfacticn
which he .derives from such an interaction.

Thus, if i hac a low level of interaction in T (relative to his desired level),
his lack of satisfaction is somewhat compensated for if much of his actuval inter-
action has been with j's who are attractive to i or who zre percaived by i as
heving hizh status (i.ee; 3's whe are hizh dn pi or Ri). If ihe Zndividval has
inleracted far more than his desired level in T, that "oversaturation" is les

dissatisfyang if it has come about threush intersction with attractive or high

-
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status persons (g;g., J's who aré high in Pi or Ri). Conversely, dissatisfaction
from "too little" or "too much" interaction is intensified if the interaction
has been with negatively attractive others or others seen as low in status

(1.8« J's 1o in Pi or Ri). However, the depree to which satisfaction is en-
hanced by interaction with attractive or high status others (and the degree to
which it is diminisied by interaction with negatively attractive or low status
others) varies from ones individual to another. This variation is expressed in
the indivicual "weights", Wijp and w{ﬁ, for "sensitivity" to attraction or in-

flvence, respectively,

C. Summary.

These formulations can be summarized as follows:

The overall amount of interpersonal satisfaction which an individval, i,

L

derives from a situation, T, is expressed. as i '

AR,
\3s AT
A PRs -
(; iT= itél 3‘:;'1 (Il,]t) I(PleiP) ;l RlJ" Rll) Wlp, - (C‘_-fr)o
,/

The term, Cjr stands for the unresolved force to commupicate for individnal,

/

\
i, at the end of situations T, / \t 1y I5.¢) (ZJ.T) {

The term, I 4, expresses the amount of actual interaction of i with (all)
other individuals in time t. Since t is defined as a time period containing a

unit interaction, then I .t is either 1 or O for a given t.

The term, Zj7, refers to i's desired level of interaction, considered as a
constant for i for period T, vhich is defined as a range of amount of interaction
rather than a specific emount. Thus, at time tj, the "force for interaction",
Cirs equals the desired level, Z;p (or, more sirictly speaking, the lower bouad

of the desired region, 4 rj/, sine2 interaction is covnsidered to be at zero at the
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‘&-1 \
onset of the period T. At time t), the force Citk = " S 1. t’ TR
fea vy i)

The term, I sys refers to i's interaction with j in time t. It can be 1

ij
or O,

The term, Pij: refers to i's preference for j. It is defined both in terms
of rank preference for j relative to the set M; and in teims of direction of
preference (/ , 0, - ) for j, Thus, Pij is a rank with a sign. (individual i
is not represented in Pi‘) The termh'WiP, is a "weight" expressing the sensitivity
of i's satisfaction to differences in p7riner attraction.

The term, Rij: refers to 1's perception of j's status or power, relative to

the set M, The term, Rii’ refers to i's perception of his own power relative to

the set M. (Individual i is represented in Ri)' The term, Wip, is a "weight"

expressing the sensitivity of i's satisfaction td.differences in pariner status.

L. Extensicn of the Model over Situations

The foregoing presentation has presumed that each molar unit of tiwe, T,
can be construed as an independent situation, even for a "closed pool of potential
interaction partners." If this were the cace, extension of the model over situ-
ations, Ty, T2, vessesedTy would be a cimple matter of reapplication of the
concepts to each time period. However, it is obvicus that this assumption is not
true. Interac.ioa ia any group has a history; and the history cf prior inter-
actions is of particular significance for groups under conditions of long-run
physical and communication isolation.,

It is probable that such concepts as "force for interaction" carry over from
one situation, Ty, to the next, Tp, as unresolved "needs" which alter ths initial
desired level of interaction (Z) in the ncxt situztion, Thus, an individual
vho has "undor-interucted" dis even nmore prone to interaction in his next situ-

ation -~ as with the individual who has just cempleted a sclitary vatch, or
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monitoring task under low stimulus input conditions. On the other hand, an
individual who has just "over-interacted" is probably more prone to avoid inter-
action and seek privacy during the next temporally-defined situation. However,
both of these possibilities represent reactions to a prior, unsatisfying
situation, which in themselves do not necessarily add to the interpersonal
satisfaction likely to be derived from the subsequent situetion.

Furthermore, since humans have mcmories which extend well beyond the im-
mediately prior temporal interval, interaction in a given situation, and its
results (in terms of satvisfaction) have consequences for all subsequent situations,
In effect, the results of interaction in prior situations alter the input con-
ditions for the next situation. For example, the 'occurance of intecraction by
i with a particular other, j, may tend to increase j's positive attraction
for him (if he was positive) or to increase his negative attraction to i (if he
was negative). Similarly, the results of interaction, in terms of influence of
one person on another, may alter the perceived status of the individuals con-
cerncd.

Furthermore, the desired level of interaction may also vary from situation
to situation for the same indivicdual, even without prior unsatisfactory cvents
such as described above. Some kinds of situations may rejquire or induce more
interaction from a given individual, while other types of situations may inhibit
or reduce his level of interaction, over and above those effects produced by
the attractiveness and status of the available pool of interaction partners.

These considerations renresent shortcomings of the model as presently
formulated, and point to the extreme complexity nceded in a final, complete
model. They do not reduce the potentinl grdin to be had from application of a
nodel such as the one presented hore, but rather indiecole that this tentativa
model is yet far too "sketchy" on many questions for dmmediate applicability,

The final part of this scetion is 2 briel discussion of scne of Lhe w.ys in which
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this model -- when adequately modified and verified -- can be applied as & basis

for a criterion system for the investigation of interpersonal relations in small,

isolated groupse.

5. Measurement and Prediction of Interpersonal Satisfaction

The model jﬁst described provides a set of terms for measuring interpersonal
satisfaction in an inieraction situation. Only six terms are necessary for
(indirect) measurement of derived iAterpersonal satisfaction, if the concepts
and relationships assumed in the model are correct. These six terms are:

(a) Pi’ which is i's prefercnce judgments on members of the set M,

(b) ﬂRl, which is i's perceptions of the relative status of members
of the sct M,

(c) Iijt» which is the tabulation of the interaction of 1 with j,
in t, for each j in the set M and each t in T,

(a) Zyps which is i's "desired region of interaction" during T,
(e) Wip, which is i's "sensitivity to attraction differences".

(£) Wip, which is i's "sensitivity to perceived status differences."

Furthermore, the first threc of these concepts are clearly operationalizable,
while the latter three appear to be capable of fairly precise operational defini-
tion. The first term listed above is the truditional sociometric ranking data,
while the second is a sociometric ranking in terms of perceived status, rather
than personal attraction. Both kinds of data can be obtained readily from a
"closed pool" of potential interaction partners. The third term requires only a
record of "who interacted with whonm" in each molecular time interval of each
molar time period. The latter three terms are the kinds of concepts implied in '
many studics of inlividuel differcrces in interpersonal nceds, interpersonal
percaption habils, intercctional yredispe: ildong, ete,, as discvzaed dn section:

B and U of this vaper. They can probably be put in oparativ.al form so that
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the question of individual differences in them can be evaluated empirically,

(It should be noted that, if no such differences exist, these terms cau be
dropped or represented by a constant for all i with a greatly simplifying effect
on the overall model.) )

It is also possible to utilize the model (once it has been shoun to have at
least heuristic value in measuring interpersonal. satisfaction, of course) for the
prediction of interperson2l satisfaction which various individuals will derive
from a given interpersonal situation, One might want to make such a prediction,
for example, as part of an experiment to test typotheses concerning composition
or organization variables. 7To apply the model as a basis for prediction of inter-
personal satisfaction, the probability of interactéon of i and j (and the expected
value terms for interaction of i in T) can be substituted for the actual inter-
action term (Ii.t)' Then, one could "game out" interaction pattern and derived
satisfaction for sudsequent time intervals, t, by (Monte Carlo) drawing from a
set of randon numbers with respect to those probability-of-interaction values.

The probability of interaction of i and j is based entirely on the other five

terms listed above. Hence, it can be calculated for any set of individuals for
vhom attraction and status rankings, desired interaction levels, 2ad sensitivities
to attraction and status, are available (or are assumed for "simulation" purposes).

The latter feature of this model permits a ready check on the validity ;f the
probability-of-interaction formulations, by computing such probabilities from
the other data mentioned above, for a set of individuals free to interact, and
then attempting to predict to the obtained amewnt(I; ) and patiern (Iijt) of inter-
action which actually occurs. If such predictions support the formulations of the
model regarding probability of interaction, and appropriate "external evidence"
could be found to support the formvlations concerning dorived interpersonal satis-

faction, then the woca) (oY modifications of it bused on further rasearch) should



34

provide at least a useful descriptive base for a criterion system for investiga-

tion of interpersonal relations in small, isolated military groups.
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